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Codesign with people living with cognitive or sensory impairments poses challenges
for researchers and designers, due to differences in their mutual experiences and due to
the fact that many well-established codesign methods and techniques may not be
appropriate and need adjustment. This paper describes a search for an appropriate,
dedicated methodological approach for involving people living with impairments in
codesign projects. Based on both existing literature and on a series of three academic
workshops, we aimed to understand how researchers and designers adjust common
codesign techniques and to derive general principles from those adjustments. During
our search for a dedicated codesign approach, however, we came to change our
view, and therefore our aims. The outcomes of the workshops, more specifically the
identification of common challenges that researchers and designers experience, showed
that such a dedicated approach may not be the best way to advance the field of codesign
methods for people living with impairments. Instead, we now advocate a highly
individual approach towards adjusting codesign techniques. In addition, we suggest a
new tradition of sharing experiences in order for researchers and designers to learn
from one another in the form of method stories.
Keywords: codesign techniques; cognitive impairments; sensory impairments; method
stories
Sanders and Stappers state that users should be seen as ‘experts of their experience’ in the
design process, and that ‘in order for them to take on this role, they must be given
appropriate tools for expressing themselves’ (Sanders and Stappers 2008). However,
commonly used codesign tools may not be appropriate when working with people living
with impairments. For instance, codesign methods frequently draw upon exactly those
skills that people living with cognitive or sensory impairments have problems with. Many
methods are, for instance, based on verbal or visual expressions, and use visual and/or
hands-on techniques. Also, higher order cognitive skills are often required, such as
abstraction, conceptualisation or creative thinking (Dawe 2007b; Lazar, Feng, and
Hochheiser 2010; Lindsay, Brittain, et al. 2012; Muller 2003). As a result, common
codesign methods may not be usable, or at least need adjustment, when involving people
living with cognitive or sensory impairments.
When involving people living with cognitive or sensory impairments in the design
process, it is important to understand the persons and their experiences one is working
with – as it is in any codesign process. However, given the challenges these people face
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because of their limitations, it might be harder for researchers and designers to gain such
an understanding than when they work with persons who do not have impairments (Henry,
Law, and Barnicle 2001). As the experiences of persons living with impairments, such as
autism spectrum disorder, Alzheimer’s disease or hearing impairments, might be
fundamentally different from their own, it is more difficult for researchers and designers to
identify with or relate to their users in the design process.
The idea that one should involve people living with impairments in the design
process and that such involvement requires a different, more appropriate approach
resonates with recent views on disability. Traditionally, the medical model of disability
views an impairment as a functional limitation that is situated within an individual and
that should be treated to overcome. The social model of disability, however, assumes
that a disability is the result of society’s response to a person’s functional limitations
(Crow 1996). According to this model, it is important to remove any barriers that might
prevent a person with a functional limitation to participate fully in society. In terms of
codesign, this implies that researchers should make collaboration accessible for people
living with impairments and use appropriate techniques to address any barriers that
might prevent their participation. The cultural model of disability goes even further.
Rather than focusing on how to treat a disability, or how to create a society that does not
limit participation of people with functional impairments, this model defines persons
living with an impairment as a unique cultural group, sharing similar experiences, tacit
rules, language and discourse (French Gilson and Depoy 2000). This model suggests a
case for codesign tools that are tailored to the specific (cultural) needs, norms, values and
expressions of particular groups of participants living with impairments. Researchers and
designers should study the unique characteristics of their target group and choose their
techniques accordingly.
Suggestions for dedicated methodological approaches for specific target groups are not
uncommon in the field of codesign. A well-known example is the work of Druin (2002),
who has developed a dedicated framework for involving children in design. Similarly,
particular approaches have been proposed for researchers and designers who work with
elderly persons (Demirbilek and Demirkan 2004; Lindsay, Jackson, et al. 2012). In this
paper, we examine whether a single, dedicated approach can also be formulated for
persons living with cognitive or sensory impairments. We describe our explorations and
vision regarding the possibility of working towards such a dedicated codesign approach
for these target groups. We however found that such a dedicated approach is not the road to
take. Instead, we suggest an enhanced attention for the making process of methods and a
codesign approach individually adapted to each participant.
Searching for a dedicated codesign approach
To understand whether it is possible to work towards a dedicated approach for codesign
with persons living with impairments, we started out by studying the approaches other
researchers in the field use when facilitating users living with impairments to express
themselves in a codesigning context. By mapping how researchers and designers use and
adapt existing codesign techniques to suit the needs and abilities of their participants, our
aim was to derive principles that could form the basis of a dedicated codesign approach.
The aspiration of such a dedicated approach was to provide practical tools and guidelines
for researchers and designers working in a participatory manner with persons living with
cognitive or sensory impairments. To this aim, we completed a literature study and set up a
series of academic workshops.
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Literature study: beyond the artefact
A variety of case studies in the area of codesign have been described regarding people living
with several types of cognitive or sensory impairments.Dawe, for instance, has reported several
studies inwhich she involved individuals livingwith cognitive disabilities in the design process
of, to name two, a remote communication system (2007a; 2007b) and public transportation
support (Carmien et al., 2005). Regarding more specific types of cognitive impairments, Wu
and colleagues (2004, 2005) describe how they have engaged in participatory design with
people with amnesia. Also, quite a few case studies have been reported involving children with
autism (e.g. van Rijn, Sleeswijk Visser, and Stappers n.d.; Francis, Balbo, and Firth 2009;
Millen, Cobb, and Patel 2011; Benton et al. 2014), people with aphasia (e.g. McGrenere et al.
2003; Moffatt et al. 2004; Galliers et al. 2012) and people with dementia (e.g. Gowans et al.
2004; Savitch et al. 2006; Hanson et al. 2007; Lindsay, Brittain, et al. 2012; Lindsay, Jackson,
et al. 2012; Hendriks, Truyen, and Duval 2013; Hendriks et al. 2014). In addition, several case
studies on designing together with people living with sensory impairments have been reported,
mostly focusing on visual impairments (e.g. Kuber, Yu, and McAllister 2007; Salgado and
Botero 2008;Cober,Au, andSon 2012) and hearing impairments (e.g. Slegers,Duysburgh, and
Jacobs 2010; Duysburgh, Slegers, and Jacobs 2012).
Despite this growing body of research, codesign with people living with cognitive or
sensory impairments still remains a rather new and fragmented practice. First, there is a
tradition to mostly focus on the actual result (such as physical artefacts or interfaces) and
less on the actual reflection of the methods used and adjusted. Second, generalisability of
any adjustments to codesigning practices and methods is often not the main focus, making
it difficult for researchers to learn from other researchers’ efforts and to apply these in their
own work. These observations, based on our literature review, were the starting point for a
series of academic workshops.
Workshop series
A series of three workshops were convened at the Participatory Design Conference 2012
(Slegers et al. 2012), at INTERACT 2013 (Slegers, Duysburgh, and Hendriks 2013) and at
CHI 2014 (Slegers, Duysburgh, and Hendriks 2014). In these workshops, researchers and
designers who had practical experience in codesign with people living with cognitive or
sensory impairments were brought together. The aim of each workshop was to facilitate
participants to share experiences (best practices, failures and lessons learnt) while
focusing on the adjustments they had made to established codesign techniques. Our aim
was to extract general principles from all the adjustments that researchers reported during
the workshop. These general principles would subsequently inform the creation of
guidelines for codesigning with people living with impairments.
Participants
Total 42 researchers and designers participated in the workshop series. These participants
had worked with participants living with a variety of impairments, including visual
impairments, dementia, autism spectrum disorder, aphasia, intellectual disabilities,
learning problems, hearing impairments, and cerebral palsy.
Procedure and materials
In preparation for the workshops, participants were asked to fill in one or more templates
in the form of ‘workshop cards’, to describe a codesign project they had been involved in,
N. Hendriks et al.72
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focusing on the purpose of the project, the specific user group and the codesign techniques
that were used. In the workshops, these cards were used in a ‘keep–change–delete
exercise’. For this exercise, participants had small-group discussions (four persons per
group) on the codesign techniques they described on their cards. Each participant was
asked to explain one of the codesign projects on the workshop cards they had completed,
while other participants were allowed to ask for further details. Next, each group was
asked to identify another target group (people living with another type of impairment) for
which they thought the technique that had been described might also be suitable. The
group discussed which elements of the technique could be used in exactly the same way
for this other target group (‘keep’), and which elements would need to be adjusted
(‘change’) and which would even be fully unusable (‘delete’). Each group recorded notes
of their discussions on a poster-size template (see Figure 1). This process was repeated to
allow discussion on at least one workshop card for each participant.
During the keep-change-delete discussions, the groups kept a list of ‘take home
messages’ on their template. Here, they listed the main insights that were gained during
their discussions and which they would like to share with the other groups afterwards.
These take home messages were anticipated to reflect, or at least inspire, general principles
that could be extracted from adjustments made to common codesign techniques that might
later be used to formulate guidelines. Finally, the posters from each group were
commented on by the other groups by making use of icon stickers to visually show what
the other groups liked, disliked or wanted to discuss further.
At the first workshop, a final plenary discussion was planned in which the groups’ take
home messages would be used for formulating guidelines for researchers and designers
codesigning with people living with cognitive or sensory impairments. During this first
workshop, however, it soon became clear that formulating such guidelines was too an
ambitious goal. Instead, it was decided to discuss the take home messages in terms of
challenges that researchers struggle with, or find important, when working with people
living with impairments. In the second workshop, the same procedures for preparation and
initial discussion were used; however, the metaphor of a handbook was used for the final
plenary discussion. The participants were asked to create a list of topics that they would
like to see discussed if there were to be a handbook for codesigning with people living with
impairments. The data that resulted from the first two workshops were analysed in an
iterative coding procedure. First, we did an open coding, tagging the take home messages
and trying to find commonalities in the themes and ideas put forward by the participants.
In the next step, we did an axial coding, connecting the different codes and creating a new
coding structure. Based on this new coding structure, we then looked back at the original
take home messages and as such defined six types of categories of challenges.
These are
(1) positioning the impairment in a codesign project;
(2) equivalence in participation;
(3) balancing viewpoints of the stakeholders;
(4) ethical challenges and impact;
(5) adapting existing codesign techniques;
(6) data collection and analysis.
Each of these challenges will be discussed in more detail below.
In the third workshop, the handbook metaphor was taken a step further. After the keep-
change-delete discussion, the six challenges mentioned above formed the starting point
for a ‘handbook brainstorm’, aiming to create a detailed outline for the (fictive) future
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Figure 1. The poster-sized templates used during the keep–change–delete discussions in the
workshop series. The top photo is an example of a filled-in template after four rounds of the keep–
change–delete exercise. The bottom picture shows one quadrant of the template, guiding the
workshop participants through the steps of discussing one participant’s workshop cards.
N. Hendriks et al.74
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Handbook on Codesign with People Living with Cognitive or Sensory Impairments.
In small groups (again, four persons per group), the workshop participants chose one of the
six challenges and created a detailed outline of what they thought a book section on
this challenge should look like, namely the chapters and subchapters the section
would include, the type of guidelines that would need to be formulated for their challenge,
and so on.
From guidelines to method stories
Initially, we believed that deriving general principles from existing work, and formulating
guidelines based on those principles, would form a good starting point for developing a
dedicated methodological approach for codesign with people living with cognitive or
sensory impairments. However, along the way, we gained the insight that our initial aim
may have been overly ambitious, or even naive. In what follows, we will first discuss the
challenges that surfaced in the workshops into more detail, the reflection on which led us
to change our view.
Common challenges in codesign with persons living with cognitive or sensory
impairments
During the workshops, it became clear that researchers and designers who are doing
codesign with people living with cognitive or sensory impairments tend to struggle with
quite similar challenges. We briefly discuss these below, organised according to the six
main categories of challenges resulting from the first two workshops, which were further
developed through the third workshop.
The first challenge relates to how researchers and designers should position their
participants’ impairments in a codesign project. Researchers seem to struggle with their
view on the impairment within the framework of their project. Many of the researchers and
designers in the workshops indicated that they prefer to choose and adapt codesign
techniques based on their participants’ abilities (i.e. their strengths and skills) rather than
their disabilities. This is not always a straightforward process, especially since most
researchers aim to provide a wide variety of tools and materials to facilitate participants to
express themselves, accounting for the diversity within groups of people living with a
specific impairment. This may leave researchers with the feeling of compensating for
disability rather than starting from the abilities of their participants. Another challenge that
was brought up is that researchers experience insecurity about how to address the
impairment in their interactions with participants. They are very aware that sensitivities
may exist in this regard and explicitly try to find an appropriate vocabulary. One of the
take home messages that was formulated in the workshops in this regard was the
suggestion to adopt a preparatory codesign approach, involving the participants with
impairments in setting up the codesign approach itself.
The second challenge concerns equivalence amongst all participants in a codesign
process. Equivalence is an important aspect in codesign, and most researchers aim for
equal contributions from all persons involved in the design process (end-users, caregivers,
researchers, designers, developers, etc.). In this regard, the workshop participants agreed
on the importance of, for instance, supporting collaboration between codesign
participants, finding a shared language and creating common goals, and aiming for
meaningful, valuable experiences for all participants in a safe environment. Although
several approaches and activities were presented and discussed to realise such
CoDesign 75
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equivalence, it became clear that many researchers worry about power imbalance in their
project setup and aim to actually achieve equivalence in their codesign projects. A certain
degree of power imbalance seems to be unavoidable, and it is recommended for
researchers to be aware of this imbalance, and take it into account in the data analysis.
In codesign projects, it is common that all stakeholders participate from the viewpoint
of their own specific role. When working with participants living with impairments, it is
challenging to balance the (sometimes conflicting) viewpoints of the stakeholders in the
different design decisions taken. This is true for every codesign process, but becomes even
more an issue when dealing with persons with impairments. Several participants of the
workshops reported situations of conflicting interests between proxies, such as parents,
partners or caregivers, and the person with an impairment. There is a risk for researchers to
rely heavily and uncritically on input of proxies who speak on behalf of persons with
impairments. Although proxies do, in fact, often have a good understanding of the person
with an impairment, they also project their own norms and values in the codesign process.
Researchers should always take into account that the account of the proxy is in fact always
their subjective experience and interpretation of the situation, since it is nearly impossible
to distinguish the actual experience of the person with an impairment from the experience
of the proxy. The participants of the workshop indicated to find it difficult to interpret and
marry the stories from the different stakeholders without picking the side of one
stakeholder. This balancing act is further complicated by the fact that researchers and
designers often have limited knowledge of the impairment their participants are dealing
with. Researchers feel they have to rely on the (sometimes conflicting) experiences of the
users and their proxies in the codesign process. To overcome this challenge, some
researchers and designers suggest providing for an openly unbalanced participation: the
persons living with an impairment are overtly assigned the role as expert or get hired as a
paid team member of the project (cf. Galliers et al. 2012).
Researchers also struggle with several ethical challenges and the impact of parti-
cipation in codesign projects. Some of these challenges are highly practical in nature.
Informed consent, for instance, is a difficult matter when working with people living with
cognitive impairments. Researchers and designers worry about how to properly explain
the official and legal aspects of a codesign project to the participants and their proxies.
Deciding how to deal with the possible impact of participation in a codesign project can
even be more of a challenge. For instance, it can be quite difficult for participants to be
confronted with their own limitations, or with other participants living with similar
impairments (especially when the impairment has a progressively degenerative nature and
other participants are limited more severely). In addition, many researchers are concerned
that there are ethical challenges at play for their participants, of which they are not even
aware. Another challenge that came up frequently during the workshops, and which is
often left unaddressed, is the impact of working with people living with impairments on
researchers and designers themselves. Many participants indicated that some of their
projects had been emotionally impactful for them and that they had felt insufficiently
prepared for dealing with the participants at the start of their projects.
As the main aim of our workshops was to share experiences with using and adjusting
codesign techniques when working with participants living with cognitive or sensory
impairments, many tools, techniques and approaches were discussed. The workshop
participants seemed to agree that adapting existing codesign techniques to individual
participants’ abilities and limitations is essential. As was discussed in the first challenge,
researchers mostly aim to focus on their participants’ abilities rather than disabilities in
this respect. In addition, it was agreed that one should be very flexible in adjusting
N. Hendriks et al.76
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techniques, both when preparing codesign projects and when using codesign techniques
with participants. What remains challenging is deciding how to adjust existing techniques.
Here, many researchers experiment in situ, and try to learn from other researchers and
designers. However, only rarely are they able to directly re-use a method or approach from
other researchers and designers. Each codesign activity demands a customised approach
that often is based on other approaches, but still requires the researchers’ creativity to
make further adjustments according to the specific goals and participants of the project.
The final challenge that we discuss here is related to data collection and analysis,
especially the fact that researchers cannot always rely on verbal data, as many types of
impairments affect participants’ abilities to express themselves verbally. Using so-called
‘Make Tools’ (Sanders 1999) may partly be a solution for this particular challenge, as well
as other non-verbal techniques, such as performance-based techniques (Brandt and
Grunnet 2000) or games (Brandt 2006). Analysing non-verbal data, however, can be quite
challenging (see for example Kuber, Yu, and McAllister 2007 on working with people
living with visual impairments), especially when researchers are not familiar with
analysing non-verbal language in general or the individual expressions of their participants
(and may, for instance, not recognise gestures or facial expressions as such). Therefore,
new ways for both data collection and the analysis and interpretation thereof are needed.
Reconsidering a dedicated approach
As was mentioned above, during the series of workshops, we become more critical about
our search for a dedicated approach for involving persons living with cognitive or sensory
impairments. The responses to, and results of, the workshop activities clearly confirmed
the need for dedicated tools and guidelines for researchers and designers. However, the
analysis of the workshops’ outcomes caused us to believe that a one-size-fits-all approach
might not work as well as we had anticipated beforehand.
The most important consideration regarding our changed view was the observation
that the challenges discussed above, which reflect the struggles that researchers and
designers experience when working with people living with impairments, seem to be very
general in nature. The challenges are not related specifically to working with persons with
cognitive or sensory impairments, let alone a specific impairment. Moreover, we felt that
all of these challenges should be important considerations for researchers and designers in
any codesign project. In each codesign project, one should ask the question of how to bring
together the world of the researcher and designer on the one hand and the world of the
other participants on the other hand (Steen 2011). Matters such as achieving equivalence
(the second challenge) and balancing different viewpoints (the third challenge) are equally
important in any project. Even the first challenge (how researchers and designers position
the participants’ impairments in a codesign project), which at first seems to be very much
related to impairments, can be applied to any codesign session once we subscribe to the
notion of ‘situated disability’, coined by Moore (2014). According to this notion, it is the
situation at hand that decides whether a person is impaired or not. A person with fully
functional reading skills, raised in aWestern country for instance, becomes impaired when
travelling and all available signage is in Arabic only. In this case, every form of (situated)
disability should be taken into consideration when setting up a codesign session.
Hence, we came to the conclusion that each of the challenges our workshops had
crystallised is relevant for any codesign project whether the participants are living with an
impairment or not. The challenges seem to become more apparent when involving users
living with an impairment in the design process, however. This may be explained by the
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assumption that the challenge of understanding others, or bringing together different
worlds, becomes more complex when the ‘differences between the cultural assumptions of
designers and users are potentially greater’ (Lee 2012, 21). In other words, although the
challenges that we identified are relevant for any codesigning, they become more
prevalent as the experience of the world of designers and researchers diverges from the
world of persons living with impairments.
While the challenges we describe in this paper are important, and researchers and
designers do struggle with them, we felt that their broad applicability make it rather
impossible to derive general principles, or to formulate guidelines specifically for
codesigning with users living with impairments. Moreover, codesign with users living
with impairments may not be different (albeit possibly more complex) from codesign with
other types of users. We therefore let go of our aim to search for a dedicated approach.
In doing this, we follow Lee, who also is not a proponent of a dedicated approached. She
feels that when aiming for a dedicated approach, one sees a method ‘as a set of
reproducible techniques, the researcher as an objective observer, and culture as a pre-
existing entity where members of the cultural group are characterised by traits and
averages’ (Lee 2012, 7). Instead of searching for a dedicated approach for codesign with
people living with cognitive or sensory impairments, we shifted to a view which focuses
on cherishing the individual characteristics of every participant. In the remainder of this
paper, we make a proposal for an individually adapted codesign approach for every
participant.
This view is consistent with a fundamental idea in codesign, namely that researchers
and designers need to adjust their strategy and techniques to suit the particular situation
(i.e. the participants, the problem space, the context of use) of each project (Blomberg in
Muller et al. 1991). When working with people with cognitive and sensory impairments,
we are convinced that the approach in a design process should not only be adapted to the
specific design situation at hand but to each individual participant as well. Especially when
working with participants with a cognitive impairment, such as dementia, the adjustments
made will depend more on individual (What triggers a person with dementia? Is he/she
capable in making abstractions? and so on) and ad hoc conditions (emotional state of being
and the attention span).
Although this individually adapting of codesign methods might be a practice not
uncommon to codesign, we believe it to be of greater importance when working with
persons with an impairment. Impairments exist in a wide variety, and a specific
impairment may affect the life of one person in a very different way than it would affect
someone else’s life.
This led us to move away from our initial aim to search for a generalised, dedicated, all
encompassing approach trying to fit ‘all’, or even a selection of impairments, into a single
set of guidelines for adapting codesign techniques.
A case for method stories
Although we came to the conclusion that searching for a dedicated codesign approach for
people living with cognitive or sensory impairments may not be the best way forward, it
became clear during the workshops that facilitating researchers and designers to share
experiences, best practices, lessons learned, and so on is considered very valuable. How
then, when we no longer aim for a dedicated approach, can we still learn from the work of
other researchers and designers? And related to this, how can the body of literature in this
field be enriched in the most beneficial way?
N. Hendriks et al.78
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We suggest the sharing of so-called ‘method stories’ (Lee 2014) in the field of codesign
with people living with impairments. In her work on cultural sensitivity in (human-
centered) design, Lee finds that there is a tendency to overlook the designer’s situated
actions, and she pleads for an enhanced attention for themaking process ofmethods: a focus
on ‘what designers actually do and feel when making their methods work’ and not on the
data, the interviews or observation notes as end result of the followedmethod (Lee 2012, 1).
One way of taking this making process of methods into consideration is to share method
stories: background stories that share the context, the application and adjustment of a
method used in a specific context and which try to make explicit the designers’ or
researchers’ backgrounds and assumptions. Such method stories focus on ‘how innovative
methods are made to work in reality, in a specific design setting, instead of how they ought
towork in theory, in a controlled environment’ (Lee 2012, 4). They help tomake explicit not
only the actual result (such as physical artefacts or interfaces) of a codesign session but also
try to put the focus on the way a method has been used and adjusted in a specific situation.
We believe that the field of codesign with people living with cognitive or sensory
impairments would benefit effectively from adopting a tradition of sharing ‘method
stories’. Method stories go beyond the way case studies include codesign with people with
impairments. Explaining what type of methodological adjustments were made and the
reasoning behind these adjustments is what is often missing in current studies and what we
would want to see included.
More specifically, based on the challenges that emerged from our workshops, we
suggest a focus on six key points of attention when writing method stories. These six
elements came from the analysis of the workshops and were challenges most participants
felt to be confronted with when working with persons with cognitive impairments.
Although most of these key points of attention are relevant to all codesigning sessions
(working with participants with or without an impairment) the importance of them
becomes more explicit when working with people with impairments, as the differences
between the worlds of the researcher and the designer and those of the persons with an
impairment are potentially greater than when working with other user groups. Below, the
six key points of attention are listed, followed by suggestions of practical questions to
answer when writing your method story.
. The positioning of the participants’ impairment in the codesign project.
* What was the project’s view on the impairment? How was the impairment
addressed in the interactions during the codesign process? Were the participants
involved in the configuration of the codesign process itself?
. The aim for equivalence
* How were equal contributions and collaboration supported? Was a shared
language used? To what extent did the project result in a meaningful, valuable
experience for all participants?
. The balancing of viewpoints
* Did the viewpoint of the proxies differ from those of the persons with an
impairment? How were these differences dealt with? Did the limited knowledge
of the impairment on behalf of the researcher affect the process?
. Dealing with ethical challenges
* What practical and legal challenges (informed consent) were encountered and
how were they dealt with? Did any ethical issues emerge that the researchers and
designers did not anticipate? What was the impact of participation in the project
on both the participants living with impairments as well as the researchers?
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. The adjustment of codesign techniques
* What characteristics of the project and of the participants were taken into account
in the adjustments? Which adjustments worked well and which failed (and why)?
What level of flexibility regarding approach and material was required?
. The data collection, analysis and interpretation
* What data were collected and how were they collected? How did the collected
data differ from data researchers and designers usually work with? What
challenges were encountered regarding data analysis and interpretation and how
did they deal with these challenges?
We would like to make a proposal for every individual researcher and designer to, in
their future publications, focus on the story behind their codesign approach, taking the
questions listed above as the outline for their method stories. If we explicitly explain the
rationale behind our codesign approaches (and adjustments thereof), other researchers will
be able to learn from our work and apply similar considerations in their own work, even if
this involves very different participants or techniques.
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